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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on October 
24, 2006 has been entered. 

2. This is a Non-Final Office Action. 

3. Claims 28-50 have been examined, with claims 28, 36, and 44 being the 
independent claims. 

4. Claims 28-50 are objected to. 

5. Claims 28-50 are rejected. 

The Specification 

6. Applicant is reminded of the requirement to update the status (pending, allowed, 
etc.) of all parent priority applications in the first line of the specification, when 
appropriate, and the status of all citations of U.S. filed applications in the specification 
should also be updated, when appropriate. 

Claims Objections 

7. Regarding claims 28-50, the following claim terms and phrases are objected to 
as requiring interpretation by the Examiner from the context of the application. 
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Appropriate correction is required to state the Applicant's intended definition of these 
terms and phrases. Applicant is cautioned against the introduction of new matter into 
the claims. 

a) The phrase "non-hierarchical relationships" is not found in the specification. 
Given its broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner believes Applicant intended 
the phrase to mean relationship that is not hierarchical, or is not displayed in a 
hierarchical representation. 

b) The term "mechanism" is not expressly defined in the specification. Citation is 
made in the disclosure to figure 6, but figure 6 is merely a two step flow chart that 
displays no "mechanism." See, figure 6, and disclosure, paragraphs [0013] and [0042]. 
The Examiner is not aware of any specialized definition of the term that is consistent 
with the context of the claims and that would have been known by one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention. The commonly understood definition of 
"mechanism" consistent with the context of the claims, is as follows: "the process, 
physical or mental, by which something is done or comes into being." See, "The 
American Heritage College Dictionary," fourth edition, Houghton Mifflin Co., 2002, 
definition of "mechanism." 

Under the commonly understood definition, as applied to the claim limitation, the 
term "mechanism" includes any method or process for creating a "non-hierarchical" 
representation from a "hierarchical" representation. Accordingly, the limitations in the 
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claims are drawn to "a link," which is read as being any appropriate link within the data 
structure. 

c) The term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the specification. In 
addition, the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the original claims set, 
now cancelled. Upon review of the drawings, the Examiner believes Applicant intended 
the term "link," or phrase "added links," to mean the arrows that appear in the drawings 
between the elements in what are believed to be an embodiment of the "non- 
hierarchical" representation. E.g., see figure 3, element 50, the unidentified arrows 
connecting the circled words "(people)," "(John)," and "(Mary)," which appear to be 
identified by the words "person," "person," and "loves." The arrows show the flow of the 
elements from the "hierarchical" representation. It is further noted that only a "link" is 
claimed within the context of linking corresponding non-hierarchical elements. There is 
no specification or disclosure that such link be limited to an arrow. 

Claims Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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1. Claims 28-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Stapel et al. (U.S. Patent 6,912,538 B2, Provisional Application filed October 20, 2000) 
[hereinafter "Stapel"]. 

Regarding independent claim 28, as amended: 

Stapel discloses a hierarchical model current representation in col. 2, line 6 
through col. 3, line 2. Stapel specifically discusses the hierarchical limitation of the prior 
art document representation in col. 2, lines 6-22 and col. 2, lines 47-57. Stapel points 
out that the hierarchical structure is insufficient to achieve complex representations. 
Therefore, Stapel discloses a new document representation in col. 3, line 5 through col. 
4, line 58, which it calls a matrix representation, which defines elements and their 
association such that both standard hierarchical and complex non-hierarchical 
relationships can be defined between elements using the same mechanism. 

Stapel discloses identifying elements of the current representation that are to be 
items in the new representation in figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, lines 41-58, and col. 8, line 5 
through col. 10, line 51 . Stapel discloses for each identified element, creating for the 
new representation an item corresponding to the identified element in figure 2, figure 3, 
col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51 . Stapel discloses for each created item, adding to 
the item that is a subject of a hierarchical relationship as indicated by the current 
representation a link to each item corresponding to an identified element that is an 
object of the hierarchical relationship as indicated by the current representation in figure 
1, figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, line 28 through col. 4, line 15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 
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10, line 51. Stapel discloses for non-hierarchical relationships between elements and 
content of elements as indicated by the current representation, adding to an item 
corresponding to the element that is the subject of the non-hierarchical relationship a 
link to the item corresponding to the content of the element that is the object of the non- 
hierarchical relationship in figure 1 , figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, line 28 through col. 4, line 
15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51. Stapel discloses wherein the created 
items and added links form the new representation of the document in col. 3, line 5 
through col. 4, line 58. 

Further, it is noted that the phrase "non-hierarchical relationships" is not 
disclosed in the specification. Given its broadest reasonable interpretation, the 
Examiner believes Applicant intended the phrase to mean relationship that is not 
hierarchical, or is not displayed in a hierarchical representation. 

It is further noted that the term "mechanism" is not expressly defined in the 
specification. Citation is made in the disclosure to figure 6, but figure 6 is merely a two 
step flow chart that displays no "mechanism." See, figure 6, and disclosure, paragraphs 
[0013] and [0042]. The Examiner is not aware of any specialized definition of the term 
that is consistent with the context of the claims and that would have been known by one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The commonly understood 
definition of "mechanism" consistent with the context of the claims, is as follows: "the 
process, physical or mental, by which something is done or comes into being." See, 
"The American Heritage College Dictionary," fourth edition, Houghton Mifflin Co., 2002, 
definition of "mechanism." 
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Under the commonly understood definition, as applied to the claim limitation, the 
term "mechanism" includes any method or process for creating a "non-hierarchical" 
representation from a "hierarchical" representation. Accordingly, the limitations in the 
claims are drawn to "a link," which is read as being any appropriate link within the data 
structure. Stapel teaches a link. See, Stapel, figures 8 and 11, and col. 14, line 40-67. 

It is noted that the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
specification. In addition, the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
original claims set, now cancelled. Upon review of the drawings, the Examiner believes 
Applicant intended the term "link," or phrase "added links," to mean the arrows that 
appear in the drawings between the elements in what are believed to be an 
embodiment of the "non-hierarchical" representation. E.g., see figure 3, element 50, the 
unidentified arrows connecting the circled words "(people)," "(John)," and "(Mary)," 
which appear to be identified by the words "person," "person," and "loves." The arrows 
show the flow of the elements from the "hierarchical" representation. It is further noted 
that only a "link" is claimed within the context of linking corresponding non-hierarchical 
elements. There is no specification or disclosure that such link be limited to an arrow. 

See, Stapel, figure 1, element 150, teaching the "link" between elements in a 
non-hierarchical relationship shown as ordered elements in the matrix traversal, such as 
"A.C.F.X," with the relationship link shown by the period ("."). 
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Regarding dependent claim 29: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are explicit and the non- 
hierarchical relationships are implicit in col. 2, line 6 through col. 4, line 15. 

Regarding dependent claim 30: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical model is XML based in col. 2, line 6 
through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 31: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are indicated by parent 
and child relationships of XML elements in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 32: 

Stapel discloses wherein the non-hierarchical relationship is an attribute of an 
XML element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 33: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is a property of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 
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Regarding dependent claim 34: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is content of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 35: 

Stapel discloses were the new representation is based on an item, relationship, 
and attributed model in figure 3, col. 3, line 5 through col. 4, line 58, and col. 10, line 3- 
51 . The elements are stored in table 210, the relationships are stored in table 230, and 
the attributes are stored in table 250, all shown in figure 3. 

Regarding independent claim 36, as amended: 

Stapel discloses a hierarchical model current representation in col. 2, line 6 
through col. 3, line 2. Stapel specifically discusses the hierarchical limitation of the prior 
art document representation in col. 2, lines 6-22 and col. 2, lines 47-57. Stapel points 
out that the hierarchical structure is insufficient to achieve complex representations. 
Therefore, Stapel discloses a new document representation in col. 3, line 5 through col. 
4, line 58, which it calls a matrix representation, which defines elements and their 
association such that both standard hierarchical and complex non-hierarchical 
relationships can be defined between elements using the same mechanism. 

Stapel discloses identifying elements of the current representation that are to be 
items in the new representation in figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, lines 41-58, and col. 8, line 5 
through col. 10, line 51. Stapel discloses for hierarchical relationships between 
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elements of the current representation, adding to an item corresponding to the element 
that is a subject of the hierarchical relationship a link to the item corresponding to the 
element that is an object of the hierarchical relationship in figure 1, figure 2, figure 3, col. 
3, line 28 through col. 4, line 15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51. Stapel 
discloses for non-hierarchical relationships between elements and content of elements 
as indicated by the current representation, adding to an item corresponding to the 
element that is the subject of the non-hierarchical relationship a link to the item 
corresponding to the content of the element that is the object of the non-hierarchical 
relationship in figure 1, figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, line 28 through col. 4, line 15, and col. 
8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51. Stapel discloses adding to items attributes of 
corresponding elements of the current representation that do not indicate a relationship 
between elements in figure 3 and col. 10, lines 2-51 . The attribute table stores item 
attributes for each of the elements that do not indicate relationships. 

Further, it is noted that the phrase "non-hierarchical relationships" is not 
disclosed in the specification. Given its broadest reasonable interpretation, the 
Examiner believes Applicant intended the phrase to mean relationship that is not 
hierarchical, or is not displayed in a hierarchical representation. 

It is further noted that the term "mechanism" is not expressly defined in the 
specification. Citation is made in the disclosure to figure 6, but figure 6 is merely a two 
step flow chart that displays no "mechanism." See, figure 6, and disclosure, paragraphs 
[0013] and [0042]. The Examiner is not aware of any specialized definition of the term 
that is consistent with the context of the claims and that would have been known by one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The commonly understood 
definition of "mechanism" consistent with the context of the claims, is as follows: "the 
process, physical or mental, by which something is done or comes into being." See, 
"The American Heritage College Dictionary," fourth edition, Houghton Mifflin Co., 2002, 
definition of "mechanism." 

Under the commonly understood definition, as applied to the claim limitation, the 
term "mechanism" includes any method or process for creating a "non-hierarchical" 
representation from a "hierarchical" representation. Accordingly, the limitations in the 
claims are drawn to "a link," which is read as being any appropriate link within the data 
structure. Stapel teaches a link. See, Stapel, figures 8 and 1 1 , and col. 14, line 40-67. 

It is noted that the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
specification. In addition, the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
original claims set, now cancelled. Upon review of the drawings, the Examiner believes 
Applicant intended the term "link," or phrase "added links," to mean the arrows that 
appear in the drawings between the elements in what are believed to be an 
embodiment of the "non-hierarchical" representation. E.g., see figure 3, element 50, the 
unidentified arrows connecting the circled words "(people)," "(John)," and "(Mary)," 
which appear to be identified by the words "person," "person," and "loves." The arrows 
show the flow of the elements from the "hierarchical" representation. It is further noted 
that only a "link" is claimed within the context of linking corresponding non-hierarchical 
elements. There is no specification or disclosure that such link be limited to an arrow. 
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See, Stapel, figure 1, element 150, teaching the "link" between elements in a 
non-hierarchical relationship shown as ordered elements in the matrix traversal, such as 
"A.C.F.X," with the relationship link shown by the period ("."). 

Regarding dependent claim 37: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are explicit and the non- 
hierarchical relationships are implicit in col. 2, line 6 through col. 4, line 15. Stapel 
discloses wherein the non-hierarchical relationships are explicit in the new 
representation of the document in figure 1, figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, line 28 through col. 
4, line 15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51. 

Regarding dependent claim 38: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical model is XML based in col. 2, line 6 
through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 39: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are indicated by parent 
and child relationships of XML elements in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 40: 

Stapel discloses wherein the non-hierarchical relationship is an attribute of an 
XML element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 
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Regarding dependent claim 41: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is a property of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 42: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is content of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 43: 

Stapel discloses were the new representation is based on an item, relationship, 
and attributed model in figure 3, col. 3, line 5 through col. 4, line 58, and col. 10, lines 3- 
51. The elements are stored in table 210, the relationships are stored in table 230, and 
the attributes are stored in table 250, all shown in figure 3. 

Regarding independent claim 44, as amended: 

Stapel discloses a hierarchical model current representation in col. 2, line 6 
through col. 3, line 2. Stapel specifically discusses the hierarchical limitation of the prior 
art document representation in col. 2, lines 6-22 and col. 2, lines 47-57. Stapel points 
out that the hierarchical structure is insufficient to achieve complex representations. 
Therefore, Stapel discloses a new document representation in col. 3, line 5 through col. 
4, line 58, which it calls a matrix representation, which defines elements and their 
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association such that both standard hierarchical and complex non-hierarchical 
relationships can be defined between elements using the same mechanism. 

Stapel discloses identifying elements of the current representation that are to be 
items in the new representation in figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, lines 41-58, and col. 8, line 5 
through col. 10, line 51. Stapel discloses for hierarchical relationships between 
elements of the current representation, adding to an item corresponding to the element 
that is a subject of the hierarchical relationship a link to the item corresponding to the 
element that is an object of the hierarchical relationship in figure 1, figure 2, figure 3, col. 
3, line 28 through col. 4, line 15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, line 51. Stapel 
discloses for non-hierarchical relationships between elements and content of elements 
of the current representation, adding to an item corresponding to the element that is the 
subject of the non-hierarchical relationship a link to the item corresponding to the 
content of the element that is the object of the non-hierarchical relationship in figure 1, 
figure 2, figure 3, col. 3, line 28 through col. 4, line 15, and col. 8, line 5 through col. 10, 
line 51. 

Further, it is noted that the phrase "non-hierarchical relationships" is not 
disclosed in the specification. Given its broadest reasonable interpretation, the 
Examiner believes Applicant intended the phrase to mean relationship that is not 
hierarchical, or is not displayed in a hierarchical representation. 

It is further noted that the term "mechanism" is not expressly defined in the 
specification. Citation is made in the disclosure to figure 6, but figure 6 is merely a two 
step flow chart that displays no "mechanism." See, figure 6, and disclosure, paragraphs 
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[0013] and [0042]. The Examiner is not aware of any specialized definition of the term 
that is consistent with the context of the claims and that would have been known by one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The commonly understood 
definition of "mechanism" consistent with the context of the claims, is as follows: "the 
process, physical or mental, by which something is done or comes into being." See, 
"The American Heritage College Dictionary," fourth edition, Houghton Mifflin Co., 2002, 
definition of "mechanism." 

Under the commonly understood definition, as applied to the claim limitation, the 
term "mechanism" includes any method or process for creating a "non-hierarchical" 
representation from a "hierarchical" representation. Accordingly, the limitations in the 
claims are drawn to "a link," which is read as being any appropriate link within the data 
structure. Stapel teaches a link. See, Stapel, figures 8 and 1 1, and col. 14, line 40-67. 

It is noted that the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
specification. In addition, the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
original claims set, now cancelled. Upon review of the drawings, the Examiner believes 
Applicant intended the term "link," or phrase "added links," to mean the arrows that 
appear in the drawings between the elements in what are believed to be an 
embodiment of the "non-hierarchical" representation. E.g., see figure 3, element 50, the 
unidentified arrows connecting the circled words "(people)," "(John)," and "(Mary)," 
which appear to be identified by the words "person," "person," and "loves." The arrows 
show the flow of the elements from the "hierarchical" representation. It is further noted 
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that only a "link" is claimed within the context of linking corresponding non-hierarchical 
elements. There is no specification or disclosure that such link be limited to an arrow. 

See, Stapel, figure 1, element 150, teaching the "link" between elements in a 
non-hierarchical relationship shown as ordered elements in the matrix traversal, such as 
"A.C.F.X," with the relationship link shown by the period ("."). 

Regarding dependent claim 45: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are explicit and the non- 
hierarchical relationships are implicit in col. 2, line 6 through col. 4, line 15. 

Regarding dependent claim 46: 

Stapel discloses wherein the hierarchical relationships are indicated by parent 
and child relationships of XML elements in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 47: 

Stapel discloses wherein the non-hierarchical relationship is an attribute of an 
XML element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 48: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is a property of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 
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Regarding dependent claim 49: 

Stapel discloses wherein a non-hierarchical relationship is content of an XML 
element that refers to another XML element in col. 2, line 6 through col. 3, line 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 50: 

Stapel discloses were the new representation is based on an item, relationship, 
and attributed model in figure 3, col. 3, line 5 through col. 4, line 58, and col. 10, line 3- 
51. The elements are stored in table 210, the relationships are stored in table 230, and 
the attributes are stored in table 250, all shown in figure 3. 

8. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A. reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See, MPEP2123. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments filed October 24, 2006 have been fully considered, but 
they are not persuasive. 

Regarding rejections of claims 28-50: 

FIRST: Applicant argues that the reference, Stapel, fails to teach or suggest 
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"wherein the created items and the added links form the new representation of the 
document, such that the new representation represents hierarchical and non- 
hierarchical relationships between items using the same mechanism." See, Remarks, 
pages 7-9. 

The Examiner disagrees. 

It is noted that the phrase "non-hierarchical relationships" is not found in the 
specification. Given its broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner believes 
Applicant intended the phrase to mean relationship that is not hierarchical, or is not 
displayed in a hierarchical representation. 

It is further noted that the term "mechanism" is not expressly defined in the 
specification. Citation is made in the disclosure to figure 6, but figure 6 is merely a two 
step flow chart that displays no "mechanism." See, figure 6, and disclosure, paragraphs 
[0013] and [0042]. The Examiner is not aware of any specialized definition of the term 
that is consistent with the context of the claims and that would have been known by one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The commonly understood 
definition of "mechanism" consistent with the context of the claims, is as follows: "the 
process, physical or mental, by which something is done or comes into being." See, 
"The American Heritage College Dictionary," fourth edition, Houghton Mifflin Co., 2002, 
definition of "mechanism." 

Under the commonly understood definition, as applied to the claim limitation, the 
term "mechanism" includes any method or process for creating a "non-hierarchical" 
representation from a "hierarchical" representation. Accordingly, the limitations in the 
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claims are drawn to "a link," which is read as being any appropriate link within the data 
structure. Stapel teaches a link. See, Stapel, figures 8 and 1 1, and col. 14, line 40-67. 

SECOND: Applicant argues that the link taught in Stapel fails to teach or 
suggest "the same mechanism, as link between items, is used to represent both 
hierarchical and non-hierarchical relationships." See, Remarks, page 21. 

The Examiner disagrees. 

It is noted that the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
specification. In addition, the term "link," or phrase "added links," is not found in the 
original claims set, now cancelled. Upon review of the drawings, the Examiner believes 
Applicant intended the term "link," or phrase "added links," to mean the arrows that 
appear in the drawings between the elements in what are believed to be an 
embodiment of the "non-hierarchical" representation. E.g., see figure 3, element 50, the 
unidentified arrows connecting the circled words "(people)," "(John)," and "(Mary)," 
which appear to be identified by the words "person," "person," and "loves." The arrows 
show the flow of the elements from the "hierarchical" representation. It is further noted 
that only a "link" is claimed within the context of linking corresponding non-hierarchical 
elements. There is no specification or disclosure that such link be limited to an arrow. 

See, Stapel, figure 1, element 150, teaching the "link" between elements in a 
non-hierarchical relationship shown as ordered elements in the matrix traversal, such as 
"A.C.F.X," with the relationship link shown by the period ("."). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael K. Botts whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5533. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00-4:00 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



EST. 



MKB/mkb 




